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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-14 and 16 are pending in this application. The Office acknowledges the 
cancellation of claim 15. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on October 
17, 2005 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 1-4, 10-14 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Owens et al. (US 6,633,630 B1), hereinafter 'Owens' in view of 
Narasimham et al. (US 6,073,165) hereinafter 'Narasimhan'. 



Regarding claims 1, 14 and 16, 
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Owens taught a system for providing a publish/subscribe service for publisher and 
application programs, comprising: 

means for receiving published messages from one or more publisher application 
programs (abstract, figs. 1-3, column 7 lines 4-11, column 7 lines 11-24 and 55-62; 
and column 8 lines 29-31); 

means for forwarding received messages to connected message brokering systems 
(column 7 lines 24-29 and column 8 lines 32-42); 

means for selecting a message filtering policy which is appropriate for the 
communication characteristic (fig. 3, column 8 lines 34-36, fig. 5, 6 and 8; and 
column 10 lines 24-56); and 

means for controlling the forwarding of messages via the inter-broker communication 
link using the selected message filtering policy (column 10 line 57 to column 11 line 
21). 

Owens did not expressively teach details regarding means, responsive to a 
communication characteristic of an inter-broker communication link between the 
message brokering system and one of said connected message brokering systems. 

Narasimhan, in the same field of endeavor related to message filtering in computer 
networks , taught selectively taking a configurable course of action depending on the link 
conditions or characteristics (column 7 lines 2-14). Narasimham recites: 
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"This may be accomplished by configuring the message servers 103 and 105 
to recognize failure conditions (such as failure return codes, or lack of a 
successful return code) and accordingly reallocate resources in the event of 
failures with either the servers or the database, such that a message is rerouted 
via a redundant resource or connection to ensure that the message is reliably 
forwarded to the receiver 133. The system will thus adaptively reconfigure itself 
in response to changing network and communication conditions " (emphasize 
added) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify the methods/systems of Owens with the teachings of 
Narasimhan. Owens extensively motivated the exploration of the art of forwarding 
of messages between messaging brokers such as from "information service 14 ... 
to another service provider 16" (column 7 lines 27-29, column 7 line 49-62, 
column 8 lines 6-10 column 8 lines 39-42 and column 12 lines 19-20 and lines 41- 
53). Owens motivated the exploration of the art of automaticallv selecting filtering 
policies (column 8 lines 29-31). Narasimhan motivated the exploration of the art 
of selectivelv applying filters to messages (fig. 2 and column 4 lines 55-63). 
Owens invention would have been improved by the combination with the teachings of 
Narasimhan by including specific considerations regarding link characteristics such as 
lack of successful return code (Narasimhan: column 7 lines 2-14) and by sensing the 
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communication conditions to trigger a reconfiguration (Narasimhan: column 7 lines 2- 
14) and further use the same trigger to apply a different filter and forward option 
(messaging filtering rule) as taught by Owens (Owens: column 10 lines 24-34). 
Therefore, Owens modified by Narasimhan (the combination) would have resulted 
improved by filtering automatic messages transmission based in rules or policies 
specified by sender/receiver (Owens: column 10 lines 24-34) and based on 
transmission link conditions, characteristics or the like (Narasimhan: column 7 lines 2- 
14) and further minimizing downtime associated with repairs (Narasimhan: column 7 
lines 15-19). 

Note that in figure 6, Owens system filter and forwarding an alert to any email 
address. Additionally Owens taught redirecting emails to any email address in figure 8. 
Since it is known that email servers perform the role of an email gateway until the email 
reaches its final email destination server, it is clear that Owens systems (that matches 
the interpretation of a message broker) forwarded messages to other email systems 
with functionality also commensurate with the interpretation of a message broker and 
therefore explicitly described inter-broker communication based on the selected filtering 
policy represented by the filtering processes (Owens: column 11, line 62 to column 12 
line 30 ["Redirect"] and column 10 lines 24-56). Additionally, Narasimham taught 
determining a message filter [213], filtering [215] routing [219] messages from a source 
server to a destination server in figure 2 and column 3-4. 
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Regarding claim 2. Owens taught a system wherein the communication 
characteristic used to select a message filtering policy is a communication protocol 
provided by the communication link (column 8, lines 39-42). Although Owens is not 
expressively evaluating the link characteristics it is clear that the system is performing a 
conversion depending on selected options and based on the expected communication 
medium. Owens also taught the use of different inbound and outbound communication 
types (inherently using different protocols) (figs. 2-3 and 6-15). Narasimhan taught the 
provision of transmission services configurable to use either SMTP or POP (column 3 
lines 10-20). 

Regarding claim 3, Narasimhan taught a system wherein establishing an inter-broker 
communication link includes: defining the communication characteristic for the link 
(column 3 lines 15-20). It is well known in the art that mail client configuration, such as 
those described by Narasimhan, include definitions of the communication link such as 
IP address or server name and authentication information. 

Owens taught comparing the communication characteristic with a list of 
administrator-defined associations between communication characteristics and 
message filtering policies, to select a message filtering policy for the communication 
link; and storing an identification of the selected message filtering policy in association 
with the communication link (column 8 lines 39-42). In Owens disclosures the 
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association of tlie policies or options is (inherently) stored first as defined by the 
receiver, and applied to messages depending on the communication medium. 

Regarding claim 4, Narasimhan taught a system wherein the communication 
characteristic used to select a message filtering policy includes a dynamic 
communication characteristic (column 7 lines 13-15). 
3. Regarding claim 10, 

Owens taught a system wherein the selection of a message filtering policy is specific 
to a selected message topic or topic group (figs. 8 and 16; and column 11 lines 62- 
67). Note it is well known in the art that the words in the subject of an email message 
represent the main topic of the message. 

Regarding claim 11, Owens further taught at least a first and a second message 
broker (figs. 1, 14 and 16 and column 7 lines 24-31), connected via one or more inter- 
broker communication links (fig. 1 [18], and column 7 lines 55-62) and configured to 
provide a publish/subscribe service for publisher and subscriber application programs 
(fig. 1 [20] and [24]). 

Regarding claims 12 and 13, Owens taught a system wherein said means for 
selecting a message filtering policy is adapted to select one of a plurality of different 
policies in response to characteristics of received message further defining such 
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characteristic as a topic identifier within a received message ("subject keyword") (fig. 8 
column 11 lines 63-67). 



4. Claims 5-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Owens 
et al. (US 6,633,630 B1), hereinafter 'Owens' in view of Naraslmham et al. (US 
6,073,165) hereinafter 'Narasimhan', further in view of Hurst et al. (US 6,131,123) 
hereinafter 'Hurst' and further in view of Khan et al. (US 2002/0143951 Al). 

The combination of Owens and Narasimhan taught the invention substantially as 
claimed. However the combination of Owens and Narasimhan did not expressively 
taught that the communication characteristic used to select a message filtering policy 
includes a measure of subscription activity; and that the communication characteristic 
used to select a message filtering policy includes a measure of redundant message 
transmissions. 

Regarding claim 5, Khan taught a system wherein the communication characteristic 
used to select a message fon^/arding policy includes a measure of subscription activity 
[0033]. 

Regarding claim 6, Hurst taught a system wherein the communication characteristic 
used to select a message forwarding policy includes a measure of redundant message 
transmissions (abstract, column 4 lines 5-12, column 5 lines 57-63, column 7 lines 
7-14, column 7 lines 24-26, column 7 lines 35-47 and column 8 lines 54-65). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to further modify the methods/systems of Owens combined with 
Narasimhan, with the teachings of Khan and Hurst. Owens motivated the exploration of 
the art of selecting filtering policies (column 8 lines 29-31). Hurst motivated the 
exploration of the art of selectively fonA/arding messages to recipients (column 2 lines 
54-57 and column 4 lines 5-12). Hurst motivated the exploration of the art of 
multicasting and unicasting in column 1 lines 19-46. Khan motivated the exploration of 
the art of multicasting and unicasting in paragraphs 0002. 0003, 0005 and 0007. This 
modification would have improved Hurst disclosure with the teachings of Khan providing 
a system that sends or forwards a multicast or a unicast message, using a forward 
agent. See Khan (00121 . The combination of Owens with Narasimhan would have 
been improved with the teachings of Khan and Hurst to enable the provision of 
messages distribution considering active subscriptions (see Khan [0033]) and avoiding 
forwarding redundant messages to the receiving hosts (see Hurst column 4 lines 5- 
12). 



5, Claims 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Owens et 
al. (US 6,633,630 B1), hereinafter 'Owens' in view of Narasimham et al. (US 6,073,165) 
hereinafter 'Narasimhan', further in view of Delaney et al. (US 2001/0027479 Al). 
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Regarding claim 7, the combination of Owens and Narasimhan taught the invention 
substantially as claimed. However the combination of Owens and Narasimhan did not 
expressively taught means for controlling includes means for implementing a broadcast 
messaging policy and means for implementing a proxy-subscription-based message 
filtering policy, a respective one of said means for implementing being activated in 
response to said selection of a message filtering policy. 

Delaney taught a system wherein a preferred implementation in which broadcast 
and multicast (a variation of broadcast to subscribed or selected receivers) is used, 
more preferably, the decision to select multicast or broadcast is made according 
configuration set by the network administrator [0047]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time the 
invention was made to further modify the combination of Owens and Narasimhan with 
the teachings of Delaney. Delaney motivated the exploration of the art of message 
transmission [0002]. The invention taught by the combination Owens and Narasimhan 
would have been improved with the teachings of Delaney by providing a systems that 
selectively determines whether broadcast or selectively send a message to neighboring 
brokers or final recipients. 

6. Claims 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Owens 
et al. (US 6,633,630 B1), hereinafter 'Owens' in view of Narasimhan et al. (US 
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6,073,165) hereinafter 'Narasimhan', further in view of Delaney et al. (US 2001/0027479 
A1) and further in view of Khan et al. (US 2002/0143951 Al) hereinafter 'Khan\ 

The combination of Owens, Narasimhan and Delaney taught the invention 
substantially as claimed, however this combination did not expressively teach a system 
wherein said means for implementing a proxy-subscription-based messaging policy 
comprises: means for receiving subscription information for connected message 
brokering systems and for storing said subscription information for comparison with 
received published messages; means for fonn/arding to connected message brokering 
systems subscription information for subscriber application programs connected the 
message brokering system and wherein the broadcast messaging policy is implemented 
for links which provide a non-transactional messaging protocol and the proxy- 
subscription-based message filtering policy is implemented for links which provide 
transactional messaging protocol. 

Regarding claim 8, Khan. taught means for receiving subscription information for 
connected brokering systems and storing such information for comparison with 
published messages [0029, 0030, 0031] ("...the source server on receipt of the "unicast 
join" message..."). Khan further taught forwarding subscription information to a 
connected message brokering system [0030] ("... the source server fonA/ard the client's 
"unicast join" message to the designated agent..."). 
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Regarding claim 9, Khan taught the use of IP addresses known to support 
transmission confirmation for assuring transmission completeness or delivery assurance 
required in some application [0027]. 

Delaney taught selectively selecting either IP multicast or broadcast according to the 
configuration set by the network administrator [0047]. 

Owens taught inter-broker exchange of billing information (fig. 3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to further modify the methods/systems of Owens combined with 
Narasimhan and Delaney, with the teachings of Khan. Owens motivated the exploration 
of the art of selecting filtering policies (column 8 lines 29-31). Khan motivated the 
exploration of the art of inter-server communication ("...by the source server to a 
multicast enabled server computer,..") r00251 . The combined method/system of 
Owens, Narasimhan and Delaney would have been improved with the teachings of 
Khan to enable the receiving, storing and fonA/arding of subscription information in an 
inter-server communication environment (see Khan [0029-0033]) and selectively 
utilizing delivery assurance capabilities typically found in TCP/IP communication 
protocol (see Khan [0024]) such as CRC, further implementing such functionality 
distinctively for broadcasting or multicasting messages according to predetermined 
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configuration (see Delaney [0027]) in links where delivery assurance is Important, for . 
example for properly billing a client (see Owens fig. 3). 

Response to Argument 

Additional Applicant's arguments filed on October 17, 2005 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive as per the following discussion. 

1 . In the remarks, Applicant argues, in substance, that (1) Owens does not teach 
selecting a message filtering policy which is appropriate for a communication 
characteristic, (2) Narasimhan's rerouting based upon a communication characteristic is 
not comparable to the claimed selecting a message filtering policy, (3) Owens does not 
teach automatically selecting filtering policies, (4) the combination of Owens and 
Narasimhan would change the principle of operation of the reference, which is 
impermissible. 

2. As to point (1) Applicant is correct in reciting various passages of the previous 
Office Action, however Owens does disclose selecting a filter appropriate for a 
communication chrematistic, although not specifically the claimed one, it still utilizes 
communication characteristics. The combination of Owens and Narasimhan clearly 
provides the recitation of the claimed communication characteristics. By this rationale, 
the rejection is maintained. 
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3. As to point (2), it is further noticed tliat applicant addressed the references 
separately, in contrast with the application of the references in combination under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). Therefore, in response to applicant's arguments against the references 
individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually 
where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 
USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Furthermore it is in the combination of Narasimhan and 
Owens that the limitation would be met, the motivation above provides ample discussion 
as to how the system of Owens would benefit from the inclusion of Narasimhan. By this 
rationale, the rejection is maintained. 

4. As to point (3) In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to 
show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which 
applicant relies (i.e., automatically selecting a policy) are not recited in the rejected 
claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

As to point (4) the Office respectfully disagrees. Both references in question discuss 
message filtering techniques and routing messages to the intended recipients. As such 
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there is no way tliat the combination of the two references would result in anything but 
message filtering techniques. By this rationale, the rejection is maintained. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rainier Suazo whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3931. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:00-4:30.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




JEA 

November 29, 2005 




WILLIAM C. VAUGHN, jr 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



